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SUMMER PROGRAM FOR DEAF CHILDREN

Chapter L. PROCRAMYDFSGPIPlION

The program is designed to provide for the education of 110 deaf

children many who entered school late. The participants in this program

are prefotaldly deaf from agcs 5 to 14. A major portion of these chil.dren

come from non-English speaking or bilingual homes and need additional

assistance in communication skills development. Participants are regarded

as educationally disadvantaged in view of their late entrance to school.

TIP- summer program operated for 28 days, four hours each dav at the

School for the Deaf, jilS-47M. A teaeher-ia-charge, assisted by a general

assistant organized the program, planned orientation sessions and supervised

all aspects of the program, employing a Scz-ff of la teachers, three school

aides, three educational assistants and one school secretary. Classes were

organized to provide: development of communication skills; learning English

as a second languag2; lip reading; basic language arts; health and physical

education development, cultural enrichment; arts and crafts activities rela-

ting to reading and mathermtics skills development.

Chapter II. EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

General Program Objective: To help pupils achieve mastery of instruc-

tional objectives in reading and mathematics which they fail prior to

int7.truction as measured bythe Santa Clara Inventory of Developmental Tasks

(Reading) and the BASE (Mathematics) criterion referenced tests.

Evaluation Objective #1: To determine if, as a result of participation

in the program, 70 percent of the pupils master at least one instructional

objective ,,fiich prjor to.the program they did not .-,ster.

.)
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SubSects: All participants in the program.

Methods and Procedures: Pupils were assigned to classes on the

basis of school records and teacher judgment. The Santa Clara was

used as a leveler to determine instructional level, in the absence

of standardized test data. Repeated failure on an item indicated a

child's level. All participants were administered, as a pretest,

selected criterion-referenced tests from the Santa Clara Inventory

of Developmental Tasks (Reading) and the BASE (Math) Systems to ascer-

tain individual instructional objectives for each pupil. For each

instructional 6hjective diagnosed as requiring remediation (as

determined by pretest failure) , a post-test was administered on an

individual basis after an appropriate interval of instruction. For

each instructional objective, results of passing and failing on both

the pretest and the post-test should be recorded on the Class Evalua-

tion Record (C.E.R.). !!!

Time Schedule( The pretest was administered at tE, oeginning

of tha program; the post-test at appropriate intervals -..hroughout the

life ot the program.

Data Analysis: Data were analyzed and presented in tabular form

ascert,:lining the percentage of participants demonstrating mastery or

non-mastery of each instructional objective (according to SED classi-

fication system) at initial testing, and final testing.

*/ The terms protest nnd post-test when used in the context of an evaluation
based upon a criterion-referenced instrument are interchangeable with the
terms entry test and mastery test.
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Evaluatiol Obiyctive 2. To determine, as a result of participation

in th, the extent to which pupils demonstrate mastery of instruc-

tional Hjectives.

Subjects: Same as above.

Methods and Procedures: Same as above.

Time Schedule: Same as above.

Data Ar1;1.1 i-c,,,: Data were analyzed and presented in narrative

\\and tabu .ar form to a,certain each of the following. Tables are appended.

A, The distribution of pupils failing to demonstrate mastery

prior to instruction and not receiving sufficient instruction to

receive the post-test.

B. The distribution of pupils demonstrating mastery of objectives

prior to instruction.

C. The distribution of pupil mastery as a result of instruction

by instructional objectives.

D. The distribution of the number of objectives mastered as a

result of instruction.

E, Tbe distribution of percentage of pupils achieving various

levels of mastery of instructional objectives.

Evaluation (.)hjective_#3: To determine the extent to which the program, as

actually carried out, coincided with the program as described in the Project

Proposal.

7
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Dava Loss

The analysis excludes two pupils who attended only one halfday session.

lor the tally of children on Santa Clara developmental tasks, sec the next

paragraph.

Methodolilgical Limitations

Developmental tasks under the Santa Clara are not readily mapped into

the State-designated classification of reading and math activities. In some

instances the Santa Clara developmental tasks (e.g,, the ability to creep,

walk, run) resemble no reading or math category iiithe State schema, and hence

data on these tasks have been shown separately. In many instances,'mapping

was possible. Accordingly, the Santa Clara results are presented under the

appropriate reading or math category.

For 80 children, all Santa Clara tasks have been completely remapped.

The total for Santa Clara developmental tasks is reduced accordingly to 42.

Chapter III. FI,MINGS
_

Objective #1: Did 70 percent of the pupils master at least one instruc-

tional objective duri-rg the program? Table "D" (appended) presents evidence

in the affirmative. Fully 98% and 99% of the student body mastered one or

more in:Jtructional objective during the program's course in reading and math

respectively. Indeed the average child mastered apkoximately eight objectives

in each area. In addition 34% of the student body (42 pupils) mastered one

or more developmental tasks relevant to academic achievement during the program,

at an average rate of three tasks per child. In short, learning was nearly

universal, with many profoundly handicapped children mastering an impressive

number of instructional objectives.

These results are not surprising. Observation shows the staff undertook

instruction from the very beginning and continued in earnest throughout the

program's duration. Also from observation, it can be reported that the program

administration encourage&teachers td give children a sense of accomplishment by

passing post-teSts.
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Objective #2: To what extent did pupils demonstrate mastery of inst-uc-

tional objectives as a result of participation in the program? Addressing

this question with evidence beyond that already presented, we need to consider

sevefal is;:ues:

(a) to what extent did a demonstrated lack of mastery continue unchanged

throughout the program?

(b) to what extent did the program dwell on familiar territory on which

pupils had already gained mastery?

(c) to what extent were the gains in learning patterned by subject matter?

and (d) to what extent were pupils likely to succeed in mastering the objec-

tives they undertook?

Evidence on these issues follows.

(a) The extent of unattained objectives. Only 4% of the student body

failed a reading item at the pretest and subsequently did not master the

instructional objective by prOgram's end. Similarly, in math, fully 97% of

the pupils failing a pretest item subsequently mastered the instructional

objective. Virtually all of the Santa Clara developmental tasks reported

separately from the reading and math which were initially failed were later

passed. Table "A" presents the details.

Several factors account for this widespread achievement. Teachers were

encouraged to set instructional objectives realistically, in light of the

children's capabilities and the summer's time constraints. Moreover special

efforts were made by this hard-working dedicated staff to have each child

accomplish his/her objective(s).
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(b) The extent of fresh instructional objectives. Table "B" shows

how oiL 1 pupils demonstrated mastery prior to the program, expressed as a

percen of all pretest attempts. In both reading and math, nearly all

student., in the program failed at least three out of every four instructional

objectives attempted. In reading, for example, 967, of the student body

demonstrated mastery of instructional objectives prior to instruction of

the time or less. The comparable statistic for math is 97%. Only in the

develcoental tasks was there a higher rate of initial success: 73% of the

stuclentc in the program successfully completed better than three out of four

tasks p'rior to instruction.

The significantly hettei showing on the Santa Clara developmental tasks

is due to classification of the more difficult developmental casks under the

appropriate reading or math activities, using the State-approved classification

schema. This operation left the comparatively easier tasks (e.g., ability to

run or hop) in the category of developmental tasks. As Table "B" shows, even

these proved difficult for a number of pupils in this pr'.,foundly handicapped

population.

In short, the summer's program was not a reiteration of previously masterel

(c) Variability in learning by subject matter. Table "C" reinforces

the interpretation placed on Table "A", viz, nearly universal achievement

On one instructional objective after another, all or nearly all youth who

attempted the objective ultimately attained it. The most difficult objective,

classification, foiled only 11% of the pupils attempting it.

(d) The likelihood of schola3tic success. Table "E" shows the number

of instructional objectives each child ma!lterci is a percentagx of all he

(or she) undertook during the summer program. In both reading and math, a

1.0
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very high rroportion of the population (94% and 97% respectively) attained

mastery 90-1007, of the time. By contrast, only onc program enrollee failed

to ma a single math or relding objective. Yet that same yo.angstrr did

attempl and master four developmental tal-Acs. in fact, as Table "E" shows,

pupils in the program invariably accomplished the developmental tasks which

had.been set out for them. In short, the progr= spawned achievement, not
1

'pointless frustration, an interpretation corraborated by classroom observa-

Lion.

Program Adecnacv

The materials-and facilities used by the program were adequate. The

pupils and staff persisted admirably in the face of building renovation,

which caused noise and grit- as well as dislocated the program's adminis-

tra c personnel.

basis of the evidence supplied above and on-the-scene observa-

tions, the program is servicing the needs of the specific tacget population

for which it was designed. his is a crucial consideration in deciding

whether to continue the program, since many parties the children's families

included -- are limited in their ability to meet the special needs of this

population.

Prior Recommendations

In evaluating the 1974 Summ2r Program, Dr. Merrill T. Hollinshead had

recommended increasing staff for classes of deaf pupils with intellectual

limitations. Implementdng the sugge:;tion, a class Wz-1-; established for

retarded (canD) youngsters, sta:i-ed by a specialist in that field.

Objective #1: To what extent did the -actual program coincide with the

-propos'ili design? There were no major depirtures fro6 the Pror;im de';ign.

Several minor variations should be mentioned, however. Also difficulties
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encountered in the implementation of the design are reported beloW.

The program Cesign required the use of the results of a May. 1975

Title I city-wide test as a "leveler", i.e., as a basis for grouping

children into insttuctional groups. Children at the School for the Deaf

were not administered such a test. Hence classroom assignments were based

on school records, teacher judgment, and the children's performance on the

Santa Clara Inventory of Developmental Tasks. Repeated failure on a test

item established a child's instructional level. This test usage registered

substantial pupil "Mastery" on developmental tasks initially. The frequency

with which mastery was observed (Table B) ref.lects this tise of the Santa

Clara rather thar a tendency on the part of the staff to reiterate cilrriculum.

The design structured partially incompatible requirements. The results

of the Santa Clara are not -Elways readily transcribed into the State-approved

classification of reading and math activities. During the summer, teachers

used two scoring schemas, recording their activities sometithes in terms of

the Santa Clara recording schema and at other times in terms of thdState-

approved system. Where possible, activities recorded under the Santa Clara

system have been reclassified by the evaluator to conform to the State

classification schema. As this was not always possible, a residue of Santa

Clara items havftbeen reported in the tables and MIR Section III, Item 30.
2

The t4Iired,heading in Tri6le "A"%("Number of Instructional Ohjectives

Failed") was amended by adding "Without Follow-Up". The statistic refers not

to pretest failure alone, but to pretest failure with a post-test foIlow-up.
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Finally several minor difficulties in test administration and data

collection were enccYintered in the shift to a new type of Lest, i.e., cri-

terion referenced testing. For one thing, the method of recording post-

test results used by the program departed somewhat from the official Class

Evaluation Record schema, in that no symbol was used to signify post-test

or post-test failure. Thus an "E" on the program's records might reflect

either no post-test or post-test failure. 'he effect of this recording

error upon the data is to understate the apparent amount of instruction

taking place during the summer in Table "A".

Some confusion resulted from the adoption of a new type of test.

Teachers struggled with the tendency of criterion-referenced tests to direct

the path of instruction, as opposed to adopting test-items that fit a

preconceived course of instruction. Maintaining. a new recording system on

a doily basis thr-urhour rho proram's durntien cen:Aituted a sizeable

clerical task, especially for teachers who individuate their instructional

objectives. Finally, the evaluator did' not participate. in the initial orien-

tation to the new tests and their administration. Consequently he was of

minimal assistance to teachers and the a rogram coordinator when questions

about the initial guidance arose.

Many of these difficulties could be avoided by a careful review of

testing materials and recordiu devices by the evaluator and program adminis-

trator in pre-program conferences before peronnel training.

Chapter IV. SUMMARY OF MAJOR t1;:D1:1CS, CONCLUSIO:;ti /11) PF(VMMI ;HATIONS

Summary

The summer program serves a population which generally ha: low, if any,

opt ions for developmout-conducive dnring the :inmer. In :,eeking

to advance this handicapped populnrion':; deyelopm,..nt, many more
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than 707 (Objective #1) attained one instructional objective. Indeed, the

avera attained nearly ei0It instructional items in reading and math

each. short, learning widespread (Objective #2).

The program was instituted as written (Objective #3) with but minor

exception. However the adoption of criterion-referenced testing complicated

the program's implementation and evaluation.

Conclusion

The data give the clear impression that this prnram advances the cogni-

tive growth of handicapped youngsters.

.

Re C W M (1;1 I011 t ons

The program should definitely be continued. This recommendation is

predicated on the demonstrated progress of students over the summer and on

the basis of the lack of meaningful summertime options for deaf children.

The costs of this program are small compared to the long-run costs that

would be exacted by failure to develop deaf children into economically pro-

ductive adults.

As for program evaluation, instruments should be selected in conjunction

with the development of other program components. Where a new mode of testing

is adopted, as in the present instance, the evaluator should participate in

pre-program conferences and any workshops on test administration, so as to

assit t:he pror,173 coordinator and other program personnel n the design and

performance of their tcst-administration responsibilities.
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TABLE "A"

DIST. !ION OF- PUPIL NON-MASTERY ON PRETEST AND NO POST-TEST FOLLOW-DP

Numb,:r Instructional
Oljectives Wi_thput Follow-Up

Number of
Pupils

Percentage
of Puns

Reading:

3-4 1 1

1-7 4 3

None 117 96

122 100

Math:

1-7 4 3

None 118 97

122 TOT-

Developmental Tasks:

None

TABLE "B"

122 100

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIE MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES PRIOR TO INSTRUCTION

Percentage of Mastery of
Instructional Oblectivt-;

Number of Percentage
Pupils of Pupil

Reading:
.76-100Z 0 0

51- 75% 2 2

26- 50% 2 2

0- 25% 118

122 100

Math:

76-100% o o
51- 75% 1 1
26- 50%,

0- 25%
3

118
2

97

122 100

Developmental Tasks:
76-100Z 31 73
51- 75% 3

26- 50Z 8 19
0- 25%

P.__0
42 100
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TATILF

W INSTRTTION

Percentage of
of Mastery

DTSTRITWTT OF PUPIL AMTRY BY INSTRUCTIZAL

Instructi 73jective Ratio of

DBJPCTIVF AS A RFSULT

1 nllnils achimvinr. n?sterv

1-4,1c. mastilr
Math:

1101
1102
1103
1107

1108
1109

377/378
17/17
7/7

83/83
27/27

39/39

100
100
100
100
100
100

1110 4/4 100
1205 57/57 100
1301 30/30 100
1305 28/29 97
1306 22/22 100
1601 179/179 100
1602 48/50 96/
1603 10/10 100Foaiing:
2101 268/268 100
2102 43/43 . 100
2104 11/11 100
2105 6/6 100
2110 16/16 100
2203 5/5 100
2204 6/6 100
,2207 24/24 100
2301 33/33 100
2305 35/35 100
2402 42/47 89
2404 60/60 100
2405 42142 100
2406 16/16 '100
2407 137/137 100
2408 5/5 100
2409 103/104 99
2413 12/12, 100

Dfivolopmental Ta5k3:

Motor Coordination 11/11
, 100

Visual rotor 8/8 100
Visual Porception 14/14 100
Visual l'emory 17/17 100
Auditory Percoption 25/25 100
Auditory Yemory 16/16 100
Lannisp:e Development 26/26 100
Conceptual Development 15/15 100
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Th1.111.__F "1,21

OBJFCTIV1'3 MASTERFD AFTFR /NSTRUCTIO1

Number of Percentage of
11=E1 L Pupils

DISTRIP' F THF 1:1n-71FR 7 INSTRILTIXAL

Nunber :;3trr,:tion11
Objcti%

Reading:
None

3 21-2 7 63-4 15 125-6 22 187-8
9-10 22 lu11-12 5 413-14 1 115.-16 0 017-18 6

......-.2122 100Math:
None 1 11-2 14 63-4 3 35-6 21 ld7-8 35 309-10 24 2111-12 12 1013-14 5 415-16 3 317-18 1 119-20 0 021-22

-:-.2 ......2122 100

Developmentn1 T
None

3-4

None None
13 31
10 45
4 10
6 .14

142 J00
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DISTRT5trnoN OF PFRCFNTAGF OF PUPILS ACHIEVING VARIOUS LEVELS OF ASTERY DE
INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES

Percentagm of Mastery of
Instructional 3o joctives

Oln -(11-.A.w1 A(-111,nv

Math.:

90-100%
80-89 %

70-79 %
60-69 %

50-59 %
40-49 /
30-39 /
20-29 I,
10-19 %

0-9 %

90-100i
8o-89 t
70-79
60-69 %
50-59 %
40-49 %
30-39 %
20-29 %
10-19 1
0-9 /

Dev81cpmental Taskm:
90-100%
80-89 /
70-79 Y
60-69 %
50-59 /
40-49 %

30-39 %
20-29
10-19 %
0-9 '4

Number
of
Pupils

Percentage
of
Pupils

116 94

2 2
1 1

1 1

1 1

1 , 1
122 100

119 97
1 1

1 1

1 1
122 100

42 100

4 2 100



t c,

...I.' 1 1:;

I c 11.1

- `.:11,-,o1

I'. : y 15,

L51!)

0 9 6 il6H5-1._
Summer 1975 Program for Deaf Children

I

DSEPPS District 75

:
110 1.1v ing;ton Street

Brook] yn , New York 11201. _
i!r d ! ]-1 p 1 e for rr:

Dr. John A. !lichael

Tit.e Eva ltrl t or

212 873-7058
1 . ii:-!.7: ._ : ! 1 h ,' I- 301 65(-5811.-_____._

:.'.-,-,...a :.....1... )
,!..

h i I tY: 8 8 / 75



BIE 4)9-61605

,

,

1101 Pre-operational

1301 , "on-std, measures

1101 Pre-operat I onal

1107 Add i t ion

1103 Subst (-act ion

1205 Po1v,ms

1301 Non-st.d. measures

1305 '.ry ;ysteta

1306 ( rie

l(g)i Sets: idun I N cat idn
_

6 0.1 Y set
_

li(1) sets

i

11111, , Pre-operat Lon:11

1

111i.! 11 .e number:i

1111i !EraCi. jure;

1107 Addition

, ,

Base (73)

tl

It

_7

tl

II

II

I I

It

Mat h

Elem,*

,

II

II

1

'

i

1

1

Pr,
,

. ..
" . .

1

H

.

0 760911

II

6091.3

II

II

It

60914

It
0

0

0

7

216

16

216

16

0 12

38 38

15

.13

It

0

0

_,0

0

0

8

0

0

_

15

13

11.4

41

10

155

. 17

114

39

10

154

17
.

It

o

8 67 67

*/ i';huri rectdm=nd t0 nc of th. 1973 version of BASE for the elementary years.

M-1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

id 1
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M-2

P.M11.z!:(r

1108 1 Subtraction Base (73)

1109 Multiplication

1110 Division

1205 Polygons

1301 1 Non-std. measures

131) I Monetary system

1D6 Time

1601 Sets: identificati n

1602 ) Empty set

k:0:7Mt'ut

vV1 code

1/

Suy:ou

;n1
-,

Pre:eFr.

%0. P.Is o, ci

fr c7.1

2

"

iElem.* 60914 15 15

39 39

4

0 19 19

8

0 15

0 15 15

65 65

0 9-a.

Pupils

fr2m

col. 2

0

0

1

0

P

-

1
1

*/ The test publishers recommend the use of the 1973 version of BASE for the elementary years,
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PrLt:y5L

, ni

'

_
1

2412
!

;Classiiving Inta Clara (74) !Umaded*50811
,

2405
1

k'ollowing direction!
II

4

:101 Letter recognition
! .60813

2102 Nitial consonants ,

II
0

2104 final consonanLs II II

223 II

'23!)1 !Alt0n7,S Iv II 0

2305 rwro D.,;111111

11 11 11

1

24.14

II

0

0
9y7 diroctions II

1. It 0

2107 ,Ph.Lure clues
1

'n

;

"1.,!,,,(1!1(.11ct! I

18

3

118

15

1L,

Item tr.,7

1,3 5

3 0

ILS. ()

15 0

5 5

20 20 0

1() Li ()

15 15 0

16 16 0

*/ tet nihI iLir rpcommond-; the instrnrw'It no usrd for c'dildr,:n of prt,ohoul 4,2 Lhrou,,,,h 7:m:1 et

th(2 pt yLirs.
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R-2

nat
C),!c SuL,;rc)

)

2101 Letter recognition 8anta Clara (74) Ungraded*60814

2102 Initial consonants 1

04 Final coisonan s

11

Prctc.0 Po:.1;.cst

o

144-

OL',. 04
;

150 149 1

28 0

11 11

2105 Consonants blends
)1

1

,
0

o

6
i,

6 i Q

0

2 110 Rhyming words
u u u "

!

I 0 6 62204 ;Prefixes

,

I

1

2207

1

:Sentence structured
u u u u

0 24

;

24 D

2301

1

1 1

'Antonyms
I

" u H !I

0

.

,

%

.2402

,

Classifying
II u H u

0 12 12 0

2404 1Facts-details
11 11 11 11

0 41 41 0

2405

i

!Follow directions
" u u u

0 24 24 0

2407

,

Picture clues
" " u 11

,

38 k

39

0

1

2403" Drawing conclusions
" u 11

T-

11

11

11

,

I 5

402409 Sequence 11 11

2413 Inference
11 11 IF "

12 12 0

*/ The test publisher recommends the instrument be used for children of preschool age through most of .

the primary years.
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.1.1,

1-2 'walk

1-3 run

C-1

Li.Vul I L2dc

1/ 2/

iSanta Clara (74) '1Ingrau,20', 69911

Ii II 11

Pc'sLt;:.;t.

No.

(

0 5

No, of

from

col. 2
,-, "

5 0

II
2

2-2 follow farget
Il II II II,' '

0 4
4

,
0

2-3

1

string. beads
ii ii II n

3 3 0

2-4

3-4

,

;copy circle

_________

II

_______

II 11 II

0r
1

imatch forms
i t II II II

0 6 0

5-7

1 .

Aocate sound
IT n II

0 3 3 , 0

5-6 ciatcli beginning soudd

i

1

"

II

II II

_

II
0 0

1-4 ;,jup rope
: II

69913 11

3 0 0 0

1-6

,

4ullance 11 11 ,I

_

li , 0 0 0

1-8

,

skip i, 1r' H
II II

3 0 0 0

1-9 ;balance 11

i.

1 " !!

.

II 5 0 0 0

1-10

i

'jump rope II

1

i It II II 11
i ,

0 u 0

1-11 ilalp rope .
Il II II u 26 l 1 1

The test publisher recommends the instrument be used for children of preschool age througn most of

the primary years.
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2-4 copy circle kanta Cla.ca (74) ;flgradf,',1* 69913

II

2-5 Poop/ cross 7.4

2-6 copy square
II.I

2-7 cut

2-3 Itic shoes

II

II

2-9 'ropy letters

2-10 r.opv sentence

2-11 'copy diamond

1

3-3 'patch colors

3-4 hatch forms

3-5 Mtch size

II

C-2.

ou:161Alup

Prc.test Postt:.?st

X. ol 11^ils ,No. of No. oi

Pupils

Col. 2

ups1, 4,

Col, 2

(n

II 2

2 0

0

0

2/

5

0

0

II

II

24 0 0

II 11

11 tt
2

1 0 0

3-7 hatch numbers

]-8 'match letters

3-9 imtch directions

1 0 0

1 0

_

*/ The test publisher recommenCis the instrumnt be used for children of preschool age through most of

the primary years.
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,

Pretest es:test

No. of Nc. of

Pupils Pupils

C-3

S6,2roup Puss FuIiin from

Cyl. 2

frm

Ccl. 2

(2)

3-10 r.iatch images Santa Clara (74)Ungraded 69913 7

3-11 hlatch words 21 0

4-4 , recall animals 2 3 0

II
4-5 memory recall 2....1 0

4-6 Irecall color
TI II

6

4-7

I

,

.recall in Sequence ,, .,1 II 11
4 1 1 0

___

4-8

!

' reproduce design 1, 11 1, ,
5 0

4-9

...........

i

;recall sequence H II II " 11 0

4-10 'recall design
.

II II
.

II 6 0 0 0

4-11 irecall words II II 0 II i

5-5

i

(liscriminate sounds it II H 0 12 0 0 0

5-6
; t

i identify sounds H 0 0 0 3 0 0

5-7
1

I locate sound it I,

.

, II

5-8

1

1match be gInninp,
II 0 0 II

4 0 1 1

*/ The test publisher recommends the instrument be used for children of preschool age through most of

the primary years.
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:r C,vje

1!

Sv,bgroLy

2/'

PreteFt Postst

of

Pcpils

fr=

Col. 2

No. ocL

Pupis

from

r )1
'Qt.,-

nm-+ . . .m..

5-10

!

,

! match rhymes Santa Clara (74) l.Ingraded 69913 H 1 0

6-6

,

i

It

! do 3 tasks
,

, ti it II
7 1 1

6-7 repeat sentence !I I, it II

1 1 1 0

6-8
I

, repeat tapping II

,

II II II
7 2 2 0

7-7
1

i give information it II II II
1 1 0

,

7-S

1

: .descfibe subjects II Il II II
5

2 2 0

7-9

! relate words to

II II II It 0

,

2 2 0

8-8

i

! assign value
.

It Il II II 15 0 0 I

8-9

,

i identify position it ,II It II 10 0 0

1-4 : ;ump II 69914 it 1 0 0 0

1-6 ! balance II II 4 0

1-7 : use arms & hands
II

1

II II II1-8 ! skip 5 0 0 0

1-9 balance It It II
3 0

*/ The test publisher recommends the instrument be used for children of preschdol age through most of

the primary years.
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1-10 Liump rope

1-11 'jump rope_

-J

2-6 !copy square

2-8 tie shoes

2-q !copy letters

2-10 ;copy sentence

2-11 !copy diomond

3-3 !match colors

3-4 riatch colors

3-6 Hatch size form

3-7 !mtrli numbers

3-8 ;match letters

1,

S.anta Claro (74) unuadep 69914

II , II II

II II

II ?I II
II

H 11

II

II

II II

II

3-9 tch directions

3-10 iisolate imoges

TI

I

'Prt

II

(1) (l)

5 '0

41 1

1

8 0

4 0

3 0

46

1

2

2 4

1

10 0

o

1

o 0

0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0

2 0

4 0

0 0

1 0

0

0 I 0

q The test publisher recommends the instrument be used for children of preschool age through most of
,

tne primary years.
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3-11 match words

4-4 :recall animals

4-5 ,name from memory

4-6 recall color

4-7 ,rocall in sequence
_

4-8 :reproduce design

4-9 recall squence

4-10 !raall desio

4-11 :recall words

, Santa Clara (74) Ungradcd69914

II

Ii

II

35

0

0

4

0

4

0

0

It

II

II

II

II

II

II

'

3-3

5-6

5-7

5-3

6-6

idiscriminate sounds

!identify sound

Jocate sound

II

. _

,match brinnino
II

ido 3 tasks
It II

0

.10 0 0

8 0 0

18 0 I 0

7 11 17

5 I 2 2

2 0 0

0

*/ The test publisher recommends the instrument be used for children of preschool age thro,ugh most of

the primary years.
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6-7 repeat sentence

6-8 repeat talping

6-9 repeat numbers

6-10 recall story
_

6-11 repeat 5 numbers

f-7 give in formt ion

7-3 describe sub 1 ee, s
_

r] ate words to

7-10 de f inc words

8-8 :Issign value

3-9
' i den t i .,.y posit ion

.. ........

, tient if sim 1 ri

8-11 sort (.1) jects

) , 1, .1 t

C-7

H.

C,'1, 9

6'anta Clara (74) 1.1nuaded*

11

II

. . ...

if

II

f I

69914

II

,

"

))

If

_ 8

2

13

6

5

2

4

4O1J

3

0

1/

3

1

03

0

0 _A_

0

_

13_

3

1

The test publisher recommends the inArument ht usAl ior children of prescHol a(:e through most of

the primary yeari.
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CiC CF IMCATTEAL EVALUATION - NTA LOSS FMM

(atach tO EM, item 00) Function 09-61605

In this table enter all Data Loss information, Betwen UI, item id130 and this form, all part.ieipants

in ench activity 7ust be accouatod for, ne component and activity codes Nd in completion of item '&30

6hOuld 52 1;5.2d 112;.'e so that thc t:40 tables match, See definitions WIN, table for further 11structions,

Component. ,Activity

Code Code

(1)

Group

I,D.

(2)

Test

Used

(3)

Total

N

(4)

Number

Tested/

Analyzed

(5)

Participants

Not Tested/

Analyzed

(6)

Reasons why students were not tested,

tested, were not analyzed

or if

Number/

ReasonN %

6 0 8 1 1 7 2 0 pre-K

Santa

Clara

(74) 8 7 1 12

Attended only ()Ile sesSion

6 0 6

..,

k .2

1 3 7 2 1 1-3 " 52 51
----...........

Attended only one session

0 I 3 1 4 7 2 ) 4-6 " 64 64 0 0

6

6

0

0

9

9

1

137

1 7 2

2

(1

0

Pre-K

!-3

Base

77)

8

52

7

51

1 12 Attended only one session

Attended onl, one ses:lini

6 0 9 1 4 7 2 0 'i-6 ." .-i

,

64 0
-------......................

....----......,

(1) Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 9), Where ,cral grades are unbind,

enter the last tWO digits of the component code,

(2) Identify the test used and year of publication CO-70, SPAT-74, etc.),

(3) Sumber of participants in the activity.

(4) Number of rarticipsnts included in the pre and posttest calculations found on iter0300

(5) Number and "orcent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on item#30.

(6) Specif) all reasons why students were not tested and/or analyzed, For each reason specified, provide a separate

turber count. If any further documentation is available, please attach to this form, If further space is

needed to ify and explain datalm, attach additional papa to this form.



OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION - DATA LO3S Foam

(attach to MIR item 30) Function #09-61605

In this table enter all Data Loss information. Between KIR, item 030 and this form, all participants

in each activity must be accounted for. The component and activity codes used in completion of item #30

should be used here BO that the two tables match. See definitions below table for further Thstructions.

;...

Component

Code

Activity

Code

(1)

Croup

I.D.

(2)

Test

Used

(3)

Total

N

(4)

Number

Tested/

Analyzed_

75r---'--
Participants

Not Tested/

Analyzed

(6)

Reasons why students were not tested, or if

tested, were not analyzed

17717177--

Reason
N 7.

6 9 9 1 1 7 2 0 pre-K

Santa

Clara

(74) 8 7

,

1 12

Attended only one seSsion 1

ANN..

6 9 9 1 372 0 1-3 " 52 51 1 2

Attended only one session 1

,

6 9 9 1 4 7 2 0 4-6 " 64 64

4

0 0

....----------

.00%........i.........................

-----!------f---,---

,

----,.

..

(1) Identify the participants by specific grade level (e,g grade 3, grade 9), Where several grades are cocibined,

enter the last (.740 diits of the component code.

(2) Idcntify the test used and year of publication OX-70, SDAT-74, etc.).

(3) Subar of participants in the activity,

(4) Number of participants
included in the pre and posttest

calculations found on item00,

(5) N=ber and percent of participants not
tested and/or not analyzed cn item#30,

(6) Specify all reasons why students were not tested and/or analyzed. For each reason specified, provide a separate

45 number count. f any further
documentation is available, please attach to this form, If further spies is

nacded to specify and explain data loss,
attach additional pages to this form, ,


